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oi the articles in that issue dealt with self paced modularized appros

gating the effectiveness of this approach has been reported. This paper

is a summary of research studies comparing elementary school mathematics

instruction via this individualized approach te other instructional
approachas. The results may be surprising to some but any elementary

educator involved in mathematics instruction will find them very interesting

one of the treatments. Following is a brief desecription of each. .

In 1984 work was begun at The Learning Research and Development Center

i ittsburgh to develop an individualized instructjon system. Some major

3. Diagnostiec tests for placement, pretests of units and post=

tests of units are all included. Some curriculum embedded

tests also serve to assess mastezy.

4. Tests are scored py the student or by teacher aides.

5. The teacher dizgnoses the students needs and prescribes the

m‘

next assignment based on ;his diagnosis. .

O
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6. The IPY arithmetic program is primarily computational
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with little emphasis on concept devel
The overall aim of IPI is :to provide a model curriculum for
elementary schools that is both cost effective and capable
of providing all kinds of children with an individualized
education (Edmundg, 1971; p. iB)-
Since 1966, Research for Better Schools has directed large scale
testing of the IPI system. Positive results are reported (Edmunds, 1971)

though many studies cited in this review are not in agreement with that

In 1967 the Westinghouse Learning Corporation began development of PLAN.

lenagan (1970) lists some of the characteristics of PLAN.

1. Each module zénﬁéins five objectives and includes
approximately a tWQséeek segment of instruction.

2, Each module contains a teaching-learning unit, a
four-page guide listing the objective 3 and the
materials the sﬁudeit should use.

3, Effort is made to provide for individual difféféﬁces with
alternative instructional methods. .

4, Mastery tests and affective measures of several types are
included.

5, Thé,teaéher provides guidance for individual students in
‘planning their program.

6. Westinghouse provides computer test scoring and record
keeping to PLAN users.

2./5 nas also been evaluated extensively for purposes of revislon and

- | . A
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A substaritial number of the studies cited included a teacher or re-
searcher designed individualized program. Unless otherwise stated these

programs involved student self pacing within a sequence of learning packets
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t was the individual student's responsibility to achieve the

objectives specified in each learning packet. Many of the approaches involved

a variety of media but for the most part students learned independently from
textbooks cr worksheets at their own pace. Pretests and posttests were in-
cluded with each learning packet and passing one or both of these was a pre-

requisite to progress to the next packet. The teacher's role was that of

manager, record keeper, individual tutor, and sometimes curriculum developer.

Certainly the self paced programs were not identical but thay had those

characteristices cited above in common with eaeh other and with IPI and PLAN.

The few exceptions to thig will be noted.

In many studies, the individualized treatment is compared to a "traditional"

.treatment. The researchers did not always describe this method in great detail.

With some noted exceptions, the traditional method was teachar centered and

tez:her paced with common tests given at the same time to all twenty to thirty-

-~ < students within a self contained classroeom. Again, the traditional approach

LA

~cuiiers from one study to another but these are common characteristics: which

mark the contrast' to the individualized approach.

Due to space limitations the discussion of individual studies must be very

5]
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brief. There are some characteristics common to nearly all the studies.

Oa.y exceptions to these will be noted in the discussion of the individual
studies. First, only studies in which the comparison groups were “equivalent"
before the study are reported. The methods of achieving equivalconce were
random assignment of students or cla es to treatments, matching ome treatment

froup to another on several variables such as sex, IQ or previous mathematics

achievement, or statistical equating by analysis of covariance or the use of

pratest to posttest change scores as criterion measures.

Second, the length of the studies wére typically one academic year.
Third, the students comprising the samples were white, middle class, normally
distributed students on schoaitvafiables aé well as socic—economic variables.
Several exceptions to this are noted and are worth separate comsideratiom.

es, ranzad

‘rl\.‘

Ihe!sample sizes, excepting the educable mentally retarded stud
irom sixty two to over one tgausaﬂd,with a median of about three hgndtei
fifty.

Fourth, the criterion measures {(dependent variables) were typically
standardized arithmetic aehievemeat tests and their subtests and some commonly

attitude scales. The specific test used in each study will not be reported

‘m

[‘M

LEEL

nere. The Iowa Test of Basic Skilis, Stanford Achievement Tests-Arithmetic,

SRA Mathematics Battery, Sequential Test of Educational Progress-Mathematics,
and Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills are some of the achievement tests

utilized. The attitude scales were, for example, Semsntic Differential Attitude

Toward School, Aiken's Revised Mathematics Actitude Inventory, and Scriven
Attitude Sirvey. Analysis of variance and t-tests were the most common statis-

w.cal techniques used to test differenmces in group means. Unless otherwise
stated statistically significant means diiferences at the .05 ;robability

ievel. Readers interested in 6
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more details about specific studies must, unfortunately, refer to the source

as listed in the References.

L]

Finally, there seemed to be distinct differences in the findings for
younger students as compared to older elementary students, and for educable
mentally retarded students as compared to "normal" students. Thus, the re-

sults for these groups are discussed separately, followed by some interpre-

tations of the findings for all groups.

Evidence concerning the effectiveness of IPI at this level is mixed..
Harper (1973) fouund that fourth and f£fifth graders taught in an IPI system
scored significantly higher in achievement than both a traditionally Eéught
group and a group taught by a small group approach. Clough (1971) found that
IPI first graders, butjnéﬁ second and third graders, scored significantly
higher in mathematics computation than traditionally taught first g:adérs:r Ko
significant differences were found at the other grade levels or in concept,
reasonin%zéf-tatal mathematics achievement at any of the three grade levels.

No. significant differences in arithmetic achievement Wefé‘fEUEd between
IPI students and traditionally taught students in grades thfee; four and five
(Fisher, 1968), in grades three and four (Johmson, 1972), in grades one to six
(Meade and Griffin, 1969), and in grades one to three (Gaskill, 1971). Fisher's
(1968) study also included prograumed instruction as a treatment with no sig-
nificant differences in mathematics achievement among the three treatments.

Taylor and Fleming (1972) had found arithmetic achievement differences
favoring IPl over a traditional approach after one year of IPI. However, in
this, their third year evaluation, they found siénificant differences in com- ,
sutational sikills in grades two, three and four, and significant differences in

7
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both computation and concepts in graﬂes four, five and six all favoring the
traditional group.

Only one study with students at this level involving PLAN was founc.
Abate (1973) used a sample of students from grades one through four and
azalyzad the results grade level b§ grade level. The fourth grade tradi-

slonal group's mathematics achievement mean was significantly higher than the

\I'Ir

PLAY fourth graders but no sig 1f1cant differences in achievement were found

at the other grade levels. Abate also found the PLAN first graders hadd a

N‘

significantly mere positive attitude toward school than the traditional first
graders while at the fourth grade level the reverse was true. No significant

differences in attitude toward school were found in grades two and three.

H\

acher and researcher developed individualized programs fared about as
wall as IPI and PLAN when compared to other methods. Two researchers report
mathematics achievement gains in an individualized pragraﬁ to be significantly
greater than ‘those in Eémpafablé traditionally taught classes (Broussard, 1971;
Bradford, 1973). Broussard's findings involved inner city fau%th graders and
@céufraﬂ in the arithmetic skills and concepts subtests as well as in overall
mathematics achievement.

No significant difference in mathematics achievement between an indi-~
vidualized group and a comparison group was found at the kindergarten and fifSF
grese level (Godde, 1973), the fourth grade level (Bartel, 1966; Gibisk, 1971;
#uibrese, 1972), and in grades one through six (Tychsen, 1971). Bartel (1966)

é¢id find the individualized group mean on the concepts subtest to be signifi-

antly higher than that of the traditional group. Other criteria were analyzed

c
is some the above studies and the findings are summarized in Table 2.

In a comparisen study involving third, fourth and fifth graders, Burchyett

8
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(1973) found the fourth grade traditiomal group's mathematics achievement

mean to be higher than the individualized group's wmean, but no significant

differences we

e found in grades turee and

* Im

fiva.

In another study,

tradi-

tionally taught second graders scored significantly higher in arithmetic

achievement than a comparable individualized group (Earanshaw, 1573).

Earnshaw's

structured than IPI.

Wasden (1971) Ecmparad students in individualized elementary schools
comparable tradit
was one of several criteria used.

tradition

[, )
arzihm

hmetie skills.

ional schools in five school districts.

test of language arts among the seven achievement criteria.

Table 1

Summary of Arithmetic Achievementk

Results in Kindergarten to Grade Four

How~-

individualized treatment appears to be considerably less

a1iG

Arithzmetie achievemant

Consistently, with few exceptions the

The individualized students performed better only in a

The mixed

PSSR ﬁégu*ﬁzgu Appraagh

Favored I1d1viduallze&

Favored Control

IPI and PLAXN

Clough, 1971

Harper, 1973

Taylor, 1972

Abate, 1973

riFishef, 1968

Johnson, 1972
Meade and Griffin, 1972

Gaskill, 1971

. Researcher or
Teacher Jeveloped

Bradford, 1972

Bartel, 1966

Burchyett, 1973

Zarnshaw, 1973

Wasden, 1971

Godde, 1973

Tychsen, 1971 -
Putbrese, 1972, .
Gibish,; 1971 '

*Some researchers analyzed achievement gain scores,

others adjusted posttest means using covariates.

T
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In addltion, studics are listed as
E-"‘“ing an approach 1if significant differences were found on any achlevemenﬁ subtest.
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ater section. Individualized instruction

s

results are further discussed in a
farad better on other measured variables, particularly affective variahi~sz,
Most researchers reported "positive attitudes" of teachers and students toward

the individualized approach. However, oanly those studies which included an
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approach, though several rasearchersrrapafte& no. significant differences. The
firdings are summarized in Table 2.
Table 2

Summary of Other Criteria in Kindergarten to Grade Four

criterion Favored Individualized Favored Control N&D

»5::;2352 Lowazd Abate, 1973 (Grade 1 only) Abate, 1973 (Grade 4 énly) Gibbish, 1971 -
School Godde, 1973. . | , Tychsen, 1971

Earnshaw, 1973

Motivation " Earnshaw, 1973

Salf Concept Bradford, 1973
Gaskill, 1971
(low ability only)

Tiiz Series Achievement Puthrese, 1972°

Reteation ‘ - Puthrese, 1972

FiZth Grade EajggghthAG;adg

Studies invalvihg eighth and ninth grade general mathematics students are
included in this section. Algebra ome studies, regardless of grade level, are
excluded.

In only one of seven studies which included IPI or PLAN as a treatment were

10
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- the traditional group of fifch

significant differences in mathematics achievement in favor of, in this case,

"IPI reported. In an ESEA Title III final program evaluation, thirty IPI sixth

graders scored significantly higher in mathematics achievement than thirty

randomly selecteﬂ sixth graders ii the same school district (Proicct Skill, 1972).

No significant differences in measures of attitude toward school or of attitude

toward mathematics were found. Shumaker (1972) found no significant differences

(IPI versus tradiiionai) in mathematics achievement, study habits or attitudes
toward mathematics at the éﬂd-of the seventh grade,

In the remaining three studies which involved iPI results in mathematics
achievement favored the control. group. Verheul's (1972) traditiomal sixth
graders outscored the IPI group in both arithmetic computation éﬁé total ﬁaﬁhe-
matics achievement, while ai&lYSIS of several other criteria yieldaq mixed
results. Thomas (1972) reported mathematics achieveﬁent dif Efe1225 in faver of

d sixth graders, too, but attitude toward

m

B
:m

school changed more positively in the IPI group.
One of the studies most damaging to IPI is that of Fiedler (1972). Using
students who were in the fifth and sixth grades at the end of a two year study,

he found much greater achievement gains in the traditiomal group ﬁhan in the IPI

group on all subtests and the total score on the Staﬂford Achievement Test-

i

Arithmetic with no reversals at either grade level a,_é-DDl in the sixthrg:aégragifm::
4.002 in the fifth grade).

Two researchers using fifth grade subjects found résults favoring a tra-
ditionmal group over a PLAN group. Ferney's (1970) criterion was arithmetic
réasaﬁing. Brust (1972) found highly significant differences (p 4 .001) in
arithmetic computation in favor of the traditional group, but no significant
é?’lerences on the subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test.

Of the eleven studies located in this category in which the individualized

approach 11




‘was teacher developed, findings favoring the individualized group iin mathematics
achievement were reported in_oﬂly two. Ka;cglm C1973? found a significant
difference in total mathematics achievement in favor of individualized seventh
graders and in arithmetic skills in favor of individualized seventh, eighth,

and ninth graders. Attitude toward mathematics was also significantly better

o the individualized seventh and ninth grades, but not eighthfgrgie, compared
to their traditionally taught counterparts. In another study, eighth grade
boys of average mathematics ability and below average IQ scored significantly
highzr in maﬁhématigs achievement in an individualized program than in a
craditional ome (Nix, 1970). ¥o signifiecant dif farences were found in other

cztegories or in the total group, however.

reported on Sweden's Individualized Mathematies Teaching Project (Iﬁﬁ); IMU

is aimad for grades seven, eight, and nine. It is a modularized program with

sst nine wodules for the three grades, thus not fitting the IPI or PLAN

However, it was, at least initially, a studant paced program.

s
)
H
[
[= T
[
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B

Larsson reports that control of progress was returned to the teacher after some
iaitial bad experiences. When students in IMU were compared to a control group,

no significant attitude differences were found and since the IMU students were

volunteers and initially sup ior to the control students, Larsson reports that

no achievement comparisons were meaningful.

One other researcher reported no significant difference in mathematics
achievement gains batweén an individﬁalized gro f elghth graders and canhkal
group (LaPlaca, 1974).

Seven researchers reported mathematics achigveméﬁt differences favoring a

control teaching appfaagh over a researcher or teacher prepared individualized

12
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*~' approach. ~-Whipple (1972) conducted a fourteen day study. He compared two

_ groups of eighth graders--one taught a unit of metric geemetry:by a laboratory

‘mechod and the other by individualized learning packets. The mean scores of

,ehe“leberetefy,greup on eeeh of twe feeeercher eonetrueted achievement teeee

1were e;gnlfieent;y higne; tnen the means of the lndiV1duelleed peeeet group.
' Th:ee.y’ ;15ng studies with junior high~eamplee elee resulted in higher

éet%eﬁeE ics een;evemeneéiy the traditiomal greup.(Craegle;_1§71§ Schaefer,

1972 Wheet on é%i):?:Seh efer (1972) found achievement differences at
ine .01 prebebiiiL%hievei end no eignifieeﬁt_diffefenee oi a ﬁeeeure_éf self
_eseeeﬁj- Creng;e ClS?;) feperted that the nigher aeﬁeeving treéitienel geeup_

PR '

eleo toog 51gnif1eantly lees time to reech ehalf eehlevement level than di& 'v

the ;ndlvlduelieed graup.

D Ne (1971) reperted 31miler flndlngs with dleedventeeed iﬁnereeiif '

eh ggedeee. The tredltiene;;gfeup eeefed elgnlfleenely hleher then the }.

Fy

7= ﬂ

1nd1vid alized gtoup on a reeeeteher deve lip d methemetlee aeh;evemeﬁt teet,

while no eigﬁif cant dlfferenee 4in attltude towarﬂ mathemeteee was. feund.

- In e eemeehef-leng etudy 1nveIV1ng flve hundred e;xty etueente frem g edee'{

eneiée“ ieﬁt Amendela (1973) ueed eegnitlve and ff etive Eeeeuree to eeepere

»,_eeﬁﬁente in a eoetinueue pregreee program to a treditienelly taug ht’COﬂtrel”'

*1aev enth" gredere. The attitude end.eehieveﬁent meeeuree were_edmlﬂietered_

\m

“after the treatment. The tradit ienel gre p s scored s sign if ently

P

higzhar in eomputetienel skill than the continuous progress group.i There was

- 0o . significant difference in arithmetic concepts or attitude.

 Fin:

‘Pﬂ

lly individualized instruction fared very pooriy.in a study conducted
" “in'Volusia CeunEy;'Fleride (Sutton, 1967.).. Twenty eigat seventh grade mathematics

\)‘ - = L :."—.‘ A
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T taaghers teachlng thirty eight elasses usina learni pa:kets and twanty

'fugéamantalsi

“The finding s

Tfr  liike tha primary grades, the rasu' s-iﬁigr d f laztg éigﬁtfféfy iéfiﬁitél? ;
fgvor the nan-indiV1dualized tea:h;ng appraazhea. ' :fh

Table 3

aummafy of Hathematlgs Ach;avemant Results in GI&&ES Flve ta Elght

£ndiv;duaélgad A;praach favéréd individualizéd FH?aﬁéféd'CQnﬁrai w0 N§D o

‘and PLAN Project Skill, 1972 | Fiedler, 1972 . . ' Shumaker, 1973

'Brust, 1972

Verheul, 1972

: :Tnémas, 1972

Nix, 1970 (kelow

avarage bayéfaply) C;aﬁgle, 1971

Q Veillg 1971

Q
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-On other ‘criteria there is much more ambiguity, but
iﬁ'isbvefy &iﬁfigult t@'aséaéevthé éénclusianrﬁhat with studeats at this‘ieygl,
n iﬂdividuélized insﬁructién has %ﬁgn a’failura. Tablalé §f§vidgs a_summargfﬁf '
résults on criteria Qﬁhet thaﬁsﬁathemaﬁiés achievement.
“Table 4 -

Summaryiéf Other Criteria in Grades Five to Eight

Favored Individualized 7 Favored Contzol NSD

Malcolm, 1973 Whipple, 1972 Project SKill, 1972

Shumaker, 1973

: ' 0'Neiii, 197i‘yl

B Larréan;;l?fé,;
e S " shaefer, 1972
Brusﬁ, lS?Z;kfij~

" Thomas, lQ?é Ferney, l97Df"

© LaPlaca, 1974. - Crangle, 1971
0'Neill, 1971




Educable Mentally Retarded Students

Only three studies were found which eempereé 1ﬂd;viduelieed enetfueeeen :
with other methods to teach edueeaie menteliy reterded (EHR) eu;;eeen.v;iheJ
results are mixed. Arrants (1973) ueedvIPi with e_gfeep ef,;wegty;Eﬁi;eeeieﬁee;i*
~in the prem Ty gredee and’ eeﬁveﬂtienel ‘teaching methe la ﬁith eeeeeéed, eeﬁgefebir
group efvferEYYfive etudenteg Ueing*meetei ege.ee:e—ee#efieee;helfeeﬁé,e‘eif—'*

......ference (p4.01) in erlthmetie achievement feverlng the IPI grou buE ﬁe'eig7

nleleent difference in meter,ekllle ettelmed or in meeeufee ef,eeeepteble be-

havior. L e s

Wood (19?3) also used IPI w1th a greup ef EMR etudente et.ehe'eeventh;f'f' 

eiznth and ninth grade 1:vel; ND.Signlf;Eant d fference in methemeti
achievement means was found between the IPI group end a tredltienal group. efter
‘the treatment. ‘ ' -

Tack (1972) reported no eignifieeﬁe differences in meLhemetiee eehieve-

meetsbetwee? two groups ef se enu,”third-eﬁd fourth t'fi:ec'ie educetlenelly de‘vt
'?eiéed students. The'expefimeﬂﬁel treeEmeet greup was 1netrueﬁed in a
Westin gﬁeuee Learning Center using pragtemmed inetruetian eﬂd methude of .
posicive reinforcement while the control greup was ren&erlf eeleeted frem ten
- separate, heeeregeeeeue,:eelfseeﬂteined classroom withrne epeeielitreeteent;

.Suprisingly, with this ?rezeeiepeetteet_deeign'the eentrel greue showed a

o)
s
o
<]
o
\H'm

icantly greater reed;ﬂg gel than the xperimentel greup.;

Individualized instruction of the type used in theee etudies is very‘exe';~
a pernsive to edept end leng Tun expe 1ses, ehOth taey deereeee ‘over tlme, are

eeiil léxely to exeeed those in a traditional pfewrem (Eémunde, 1971 Qf; 

<-Gzietnef, lQ?l); ﬁafe werk is expeeted ozrthe ,,eeheje nd most pre

16
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ibnat always hava, teacher aidés or a computer to help With the management af

tne program (;dﬁunds, 1971 Frary, 1971; Lipsaﬂ, 1974) A gaud deal of cem—_

nitment of time and energies of scuo al and/ar Duts¢de peraanﬁel is needed to
convince teachers, students, parents, and school baards th 't adoption is

wise (Taylor and Fleﬁiﬁg, 1973;“Eéédeﬁéﬁdiéfiffin;:1959§ jahnéan;KIQ?E);!"'Vﬁ“ﬁ"’

Surely the durden af praaf that thgre is some pay off for this add%d eﬁ?ense
and effort lies with the advacates of this appréach.

Thus, iﬁ inﬁe:préting the finé}ngs one should ccnsidarlthe t:;ditlﬂial
appfoach to bé analogous to a defendant'iﬁ a tfialiéthst is,:inn@cent-ungil

- proven guilty. Flndings af “na s;gnxficant ﬂ;fferenie do notQmean,éne

i

approach isfjust as ﬁsod as the aﬁthi They mean ne ev;dencei 'The"defen&anggi,

is still innocent. ;he fiﬂdings in kindergarten thraugh gfade féur achlev3+ 
nent wﬁ;ah are summarlzed in Table 1 apgear to be amhlguou& at- fifst glance.

Poweveb, aﬁly five of thé 31ghteen stualeg prgvide Evidance aga;nst the tra— N

ditional a?prﬂaeh ané in fact, give others are in the appasita d t*an.

This is a very poor shew;ng for an appraach which demand% 80 mu;h E;Era efiarp; A

and expense, Of caurse, Iable 2 1aaks muﬂh batter fcr the 1ndiv1duallgad
aéprggﬁh espec ally on affective measures.'

In gféﬁés f'VE thrﬂugh eight thg ;ndlvlduallzed approaah has vary dgfl_;u'r

- these res a;,hérs; In faet,*itfis raraithai’a quéstian in'educatinnallfe
%search has such a clear cut answer, The few shudles suppartlng hne inﬁlvid§:

Zize&' Qg:aaghes are £ar autw21ggﬁed by &ESh*tE favarlng the traa

;;raacheg évenAgn'affeetiva,measutes;l:Th Te is j t- Enaugh EVldénCE ta iga

'faﬁy CDﬂﬂLuElﬂﬂs abaut indiv1aualizat1§n ’L fﬁR studéﬂts. ,f”?"&

17
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are clearly wrltten frowm- that shandpalnt as ev;denced by the time spent in-

_to make them even 12 s damaging to the individualized apprgach than they . alreauy”

tend to temporarily inflate the outcomes in the experimental groups. Some

'this bafare they can succeed under 1ndlv*duaﬁﬂzatian.

For exanmple, were the experlmantﬂ 3 biased against one gf the appraaghes?
The aﬁswer is prabably yes. With one or two exceptions the réseqrcncrs set

out to prove the effectiveness of their individualized apprgagh The. :EPQ:ES'Ff’;s“

explain;ng~the 1naividualisad approaches and tha tone cf the interpfeﬁati@nS'

of the fesults. If exper1menzo* bias has affectad tHe outcomes it has served

are.

" The Hawthorne Effect, or the novelty of being in a "new" prozram, can
! 7 or belng in Hidgasily

cf the findings faﬁaring the individualized approach may be due to this effect,:
At any rate, if the Hawthorne Effect was a factor it also worked in favor of

the individuéiigéd approach.

One might argue that the criterion tests %ara’inapptapﬁiate. rTheafaté
i:aliy, sucﬁ an argument may have some sugstancaa But from the pré:tiéal
standpoint, elementary school teachers are expected to leave thésstudénté with
a firm grounding in_arithmetic skills, reasoning, and agplicatioﬁs! It will
take more than a theoretical argument knléanvinca the parants and tax paﬁazs
that this should not be our major purpose in teaching‘atithmétigi‘

Based on the studiés reviewed, students in grades five to eight seem to

perform more paarly in indiv idualig d programs than those in the primary grades.

Owe explanation for this is that the older children, unlike the younger Q‘jes ,

have already learned how to léar in a traditional glassrogm anérmuat uu*eazﬂ,]a

If that is true-one-———-




students in individualized programs to get better each year that the program

is in ééeratian; However, Taylor and Fleming (1972) found achievement dif-

ferences in favor of IPI after one year of operation but in favor of the tra-

ditional group after the third year of IPL. 1In fact, only one of four other 3
studies involving students in their second or third year of iPI reports
. achievement results in favor of IPI (Project Skill, 19?2) Ihamas-(1972)

reports greater achievement ?6? the control group even though the IPI group

was In their second year. Fiedler (1972)‘feparzs mugh;greater achievement

for the control group over the IPI group in a two year studyf{at the .00l and

.002 probability levels). |

0f course, it is impossible to know the quality of the teacher and re=

searcher developéd programs. Perhaps this type of individualization is a

viable, even a superior, taa'hing appraagh put h practlt;ﬁﬂats s;ﬁply falled

toadevalgp and execute it properly. Béfara jumping to that ‘conclusion, however, i:

it should be noted that IPI, after over ten years of develapment by expertSL

under ﬂéarly id=al Qﬂﬂd¢tlﬂﬂs, and PLAN with-only a few less yea: rs far d no -

better than the Eeacher or researcher develaped individualized érogfams.f

Why were the individualized appraaéhes not more successfiul? Some re-
search@rs speculated about the answer ta this questian, but studies Df this
type are not designed to provide data to heip.answer it. chevéf, that%,is—a
f’i:l' substantlal body of recent research in which aspects of individualized
‘instruction are studied. What types‘cf students do best in this appraach?
What types of teachers? Are tﬁere séx differences? What content wcrks best ?

. 1 .

What is the nature of student teacher interaction in- this aprﬂéCﬂ? daw daas

"~ i. and should dla*nag*s and prescf*pt;gn take place? A review Df this reseazch is

o

-presently under preparation.
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Do these findings carry into secondary and post secondary schools?
Again recent research is very enlightening. A review of studies comparing
individualized approaches with other approaches in secondary school and
beyond is also being prepared.
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